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Applkants respectfully retpast f econsideration of the present Applicaiion in vie w of the 
foilowing reasons, 1-12 md 38, 40-44, 46, 47, 49-64, 67, 68, 70-74, 76, and 77 are pending in 
this application. 

Applicants thauk the Examiner for withdrawing the rejections under 35 IIS.C, § 112, 
second paragraph, and 35 U.S.C. | lOL 

Claim Re|ections IJader 35 VS.C. § ll)3(a^ 

On page 3 of the Office Action, Claims 9-1 1,61, 72, 46, 6% 63, 67, 73, and 76 are 
reiect<;dnnder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as beir^g unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,421,527 to 
DeManin (hereinaiter "'DeMartm') in view of U.S. Patent No. 6<,067,289 to Mneller i^hefeinalM 
"Mueller''). ApplicaiUs Tespeet&Jly traverse the i^ection. 

On. page 4 of the Office Action, the Examiner acknowledges -^M-ikMattS^ does not 
show tiie elairaed "therein the generic TRAIJ frame Is adaptable Ibr use with dilTereat codecs^'' 
For Ihis feature, the Examiner points to Mmll&r. the Examiner points to thss Abstract of 
Muetkn which states m part: 

This predefined frame format crRAl;) is preserved even if the 
coding rates in the upHnk and downlink ai-e different, 

'Vfms, Miidhr Indicates that dif&retit coding rutnH can be used with a T^RAt J , liowever, 
use of different coding rates is not the same as the claimed ''wherein the generic TRAU frame is 
■adaptable for use with dilierent codecs/' Indeed, Mueller descri bes a system which: uses a 
%anscoder-iree" transmission and a transcoder desigtiedto reeei've "transcoder^fi-ee" 
transnsissiions. fSee Col. 3, lir«js 26-45,) Thei^is no snggestion &f dif^rent orMoltiple codees 
in Mueiler, 
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Starting in Oil 2, line 5%, MmUer explains that if "the uplink and downlink have 
different compression schemes/coding rates, recodia« Ls recjuircd .'' (emphasis added.) Mueller 
explains that both decoding and encoding take place ia the dowijiink. (See col 3;, lines 
iiegaiding the ase of diffefetit rates, Mueller explains: 

The downlink transcoder most only identity the TRAU frame 
Ibnnat received via the A interface and compare it with the ionnat 
Lised 111 its downliiik. If the fratne formats are ideaticiil the 
ij^Rscoder operates iiii a transgarctit pgiode, i.e„ svidtchiiig 
through takes place wifbout modificatiGii; otherwise recodl»g is 
i)crji>r?Hed , Ls., encoding in the ft)rmat of the upUnk/ decoding in 
the lamiat of the downlink. 

(CoL 3, lines 17-25, e5npb:asi:s added.) As such, if tfee ftame lennats are identical, switcMhg 
happens without modification- However, if the ftame fbrrnats ai'e not identieai, the ftijfiitats ntttst 
be recoded. 

For a:t least die foregomg reasons, Mnelkr does :not :show the claimed "^4iefein the 
gciieric TR AIJ frame Is adaptable for use with different codecs*' that the Exajnirscr acfeRowledges 
is xnissing. from. DeMartki. The combination oiDeMartm and Mueller do not, :theretb:re, ishow 
all. of the eleroents of Claims 9-1 1, 61, 72, 46, 62, 63, 67, 73, and 7^, Aeeordingly, withdrawal 
of the rejection iis .r e^ectfUlly reqiiested. 

Claims 1-4 6-8, 47^54. 57-60, 68-71. and 77 

On page 8 of the Office Action, Claims 1-4, 6-8, 38-43, 47-54, 57-60, 68-7.1 , and 77 are 
Byeoted over invjew of UJ, Ratent Application Fnhlieation^ 2002/0003783 to 

Niemela (hereina:fler "-JSlmme^cf ') in v:iew niMmikr. Applicants respeGtfnlly trawecse the 
relecdon.: 

On page 4 of the Office Aetionj the BxEmincr acknowledj^S that the "conibinallon of 
DeMartin and J^iemek doess not exphcit!^ teach wherein the generic 111A1.3 frame is adaptahle 
for use with different codecs." For this missing teaching, the Examiner points tQMuel!p\ 

-n- 
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However, as explafeed above, Mueller iioss not disclose the claimed ''wherein the generic TRAIJ 
frame Is adaptable for use with diJ&rent codecs." Mueller only describes the use of difierent 
coding mtes and, if different irates are used, then reeddmg is required. 

As such, the combination of DeMariin, Niemela and Mueller do not show ail of the 
elements of Claims 1 -4, 38-43, 47-54, 57-60, 6S~7 i, and 77. Wi&diwai of the reieetion is 
respectltiify requested. 

On page 16 of the Office Action, Claims 5, 55, and 56 are reiected over DeMartinmd 
Niemeia mi Muelkr m view dt U.S. PMent No. <5^S3<S,497 to lionkasaio (hereinafter 
'':R(mkmald''). Applicants respeetidly traverse the rejection. 

C^JIaims 5, 55v and 56 dii^end fmm tlmnm whieh iftcJude the claim feature; ''wherein tite 
getierie TRAI J Itame is adaptafele for use witii different codecs." As A^pplicants have explained 
above, MtteUer does not show this feature. Therefore, Appllcmits respectlHly request 
witlidrawai of the reiection. 

On pige IS of tlje Office Action, Claim 43 is rejected Qr& DeMmimmdNfemd& 
Mueiler in %iew of U.S^ Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0 1 33494 to^ Bender {hBfeinaftef 
^'ifeMfifef"), Applicants respe<:^fe% traverse the rc|ecti0n> 

Claini 43 depends ffotn a clatm which includes the ciaim fieatufe; "wherein the generic 

'fRAlJ frame is adaptable for use with diilerent codecs," As Apphcams have explained above, 
Mueller does not show this leaturc. Tberefbre, Appiicaiits respectiiUiy request withdrawal of (he 
re|eeti»n. 
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Claims 12 aiict 64 

On page 19 of the Office Action, Claims 12 Md 64 ai'e i^i^d mm: DeMariin m view of 
Mueiler ami in view of Hmkamlo. Applicaiits respectfully tmvef se tke teiection. 

C:^[a;ims 1 2 and 64 depend from claims which inciude the claim feature: *'wherein the 

generic ''FRAIJ Ixame is adaptable for use vvit.h different codecs/' As Applicants liave explained 
above, Mueller does not show this teature. 'f hereiore. Applicants respeetmlly fequest 
withdrawai of the t^ection, 

OiV page 1 9 of the Ofnce Action, Claims 44 and 74 were i-ejected QvtxDeMartm and 
Afueiier in view of Memela. Applicants respectfully traverse tlie rejection. 

Claims 44 mid 74- depend from claims vvhich inciude the claim feature: "wlierein tlie 
generic TRAU Irams is adaptable for use widi different codecs." As Applicants have explained 
above, Mnelkr does not show this feature. Thereftffe, Applicaiits respectfully rec[uest 
withdrawal of the rejeefion. 

AlliyyyaMe $ab|fect Matter 

On page 21 of ilie Office Aclion, Claims 6, 41, ajid 58 are objected to as being dependent 
ispon a r^ected base elaim>, biit woxtld be allowable if i^ritfcen in indepen<fent form including all 
of iie limitations of the base cMin aiid any iriterveniag ciaiiiis. 

Applicants diank the Esamiificr fox mting the aliO'wabie siii^eet niatt^jr. i lo^^vever,: in Bght 
of the reasons set l^fi& above, ApplieanisrespectMly submit that Clj^m 1 is in conixitlOn fi)r 
tllpwanee. For at least the same reasons, Applicants respectfully snbmit that Claims: 6, 41 and 
58, which depend from Claims I and 47, are also in condition for aOoxvanee. Applicants 
respeetlully request withdrawal of the objeetion to Giaims 6, 41, and 58 . 
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.Appllcaats believe that the present application is m condition for alim's^nce. Favorable 
reconsideration of the application as amended is respectiuliy requeued. The Examiner is invited 
to coiitact the undersigned by telephone if it is felt that a telephone iiiferview would ad vanee the 
proaecutioi> &t' th& present appiication. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees which may be 
required regarding this applicatloR under 37 C^M. §§ 1 M-l . 17, or credit any overpayTnent to 
Deposit Accoimt Nq^ 1 9-'074| . Slaouid no pfoper paytnent. be eftelosed |ierew.athi as by tlie credit 
card payment instructions in EFS-Web being itiGOtirect or absents i^siilting in a rejected or 
Incorrect credit ca'd transaclion, the COTamissionef is autlTorized to charge die unpaid amount to 
Deposit Account No. 19-0741, If any extensions of time are needed for timely aceepiance of 
papers submitted hefewith, Appheanis hereby petition tor such extension under 37 CfM. §1 . i36 
and authorises payment of any sueh extensions fees to D^osrt Account :No> 1 9-074:1. 



Respectfully submitted, 



FOLEY & GARDNER LLP 

Customer ]Sumber: 23524 
"lelepteone: C^P^^) 258-4292 
Facsimile; (S08)25M2S8 
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